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By ALLAN J. MCNICOL 
A NEW DEVELOPMENT 
A n interesting development appears to be taking place in Churches of Christ which may have im-
portant implications for the wider ecumenical com-
munity of Christians. Several key historians, on the 
basis of their research of nineteenth century 
developments in America, have come to some fresh 
conclusions which differ substantially from earlier 
views about the origin, development, and 
theological thrust of the twentieth century churches 
of Christ. 1 
Essentially what these "Revisionist" historians are 
saying is that from very early in the nineteenth cen-
tury throughout the American mid-South loose-knit 
groups of Christians banded together in non-
denominational churches dedicated to the restora-
tion of New Testament Christianity. These churches 
may or may not have had close connections with the 
Stone Movement and its later alliance with the 
Campbells. This movement was already several 
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decades old and well established by the time of the 
Campbell-Stone alliance. 2 As well as being in-
terested in the restoration of New Testament Chris-
tianity, these churches were strongly counter 
cultural or sectarian in life style. The real heirs of this 
movement were Tolbert Fanning, David Lipscomb, 
and a number of their close associates who worked 
together in Nashville in the latter part of the nine-
teenth century. The association of these people with 
the Stone-Campbell Movement was always pro-
blematic. It became impossible when in the mid-
nineteenth century Alexander Campbell extolled the 
American nation as the ark of God's work in history 
and (to them) deemphasized the all-sufficiency of 
the church, the people of God, by turning to a 
human organization (the Missionary Society) to 
carry out the evangelistic mission of preaching the 
Gospel of Christ.3 
These restorationists struck a peculiar stance on 
the nineteenth century religious scene in America. 
Yet an appreciation for what they were about is 
essential if one is to understand the pilgrimage of the 
twentieth century Churches of Christ in the context 
of the overall religious scene. 
Indeed, if this reading of history is true, the view 
that the history of Churches of Christ in nineteenth 
century America was coterminous with the history 
of the Disciples of Christ 4 (the previous consensus) is 
extremely problematic. 5 
Men such as Fanning and Lipscomb, of course, 
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were strong believers in the need to restore "pure" 
New Testament Christianity. Along with Thomas and 
Alexander Campbell, Moses Lard, Isaac Errett, and 
J.W. McGarvey, they indeed shared the common 
belief that the New Testament was the perfect con-
stitution for the Christian faith and must be inter-
preted rationally in keeping with the rules for the 
interpretation of any other historical document. 6 
There is no question that they were all Restora-
tionists-a movement which already had a long 
history in Protestant Christianity.7 
But men like Lipscomb, Fanning, and F. D. Srygley 
were also informed by another vision, which by their 
time had also a lengthy history in Protestant Chris-
tianity: the vision of the church as an alternative 
moral community to the State and to society as a 
whole. This vision had already come to light among 
the sixteenth-century Anabaptists and, of course, 
had precedent in Church history even before that. 8 
In opposition to the Church-State alliance in post-
Middle Ages Europe, the Anabaptists held that the 
Church was not legitimized by any connection with 
the State, claims to historical continuity, or even cor-
rect statements of propositional doctrines. Rather, 
the church was a people who believed they belong-
ed to a community founded by Jesus and had its 
origin in heaven. This community was far more im-
portant than any allegiance, including the claim of 
the State, which is maintained by the sword. Further-
more, this community claimed the allegiance of 
humankind on the basis of a free will response to the 
suffering love of Christ. 
The Church was not to get entangled in any human 
alliance; but rather, in the manner of Christ, they 
were to manifest his holiness in everyday life 
through faith, struggle, and voluntary community 
discipline. 9 A glance at the writings of Fanning and 
Lipscomb reveals that this indeed was precisely what 
they were about. 10 It is a gross caricature of their 
position to say that their opposition to voting, 
military service, temperance societies, etc., was a 
quaint specimen of an idiosyncratic and obscurantist 
form of Christianity. Instead, it was the logical ex-
pression of a significant theological vision. For these 
restorers the Church as the people of God was the 
one and only divinely ordained community where 
humankind could be restored to God and do his will 
completely. Human societies don't count. The only 
thing that matters is the call to the way of Christian 
discipleship in the Church. This call supersedes any 
other claim. Only when it is heeded will the 
kingdom of God in heaven become the kingship of 
God on earth. This was a foundational ingredient in 
the thought of Fanning and Lipscomb. It is also a 
classical Anabaptist idea. And it couldn't be more 
antithetical to the views of the later Alexander 
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Campbell, and, ironically, to a considerable segment 
of the latter twentieth··century Churches of Christ in 
America as well. 
Nevertheless, this v1s1on of a fellowship 
legitimized by the twin pillars of the doctrines of the 
apostles and an alternative holy lifestyle separate 
from the entanglements of secular society may not 
be as dated as some think. Many in our pluralistic 
society, both within mainstream Christendom or 
even outside of regular church life, are appalled at 
the longterm presupposition of liberal Christianity in 
America that it represents the people of America at 
prayer, as well as its conscience. Neither do they 
understand the more recent alliance between 
evangelical Christianity and conservative political 
forces in the endorsement of the arms race, opposi-
tion to Russian Communism and other purely na-
tionalistic interests-all wrapped in the American 
flag and hallowed by the God of Abraham, Isaac and 
Jesus Christ. There is a constituency who look for 
an alternative articulation of the Christian vision of 
fellowship. I would argue that it can be found and 
implemented in the doctrine of fellowship implicit in 
the views of the nineteenth-century Restorationists, 
especially Fanning and Lipscomb. 
In order to show that these men were on the right 
track-and make this case stick-I will attempt in 
this article to give an overview of the doctrine of 
fellowship as it has developed historically from Jesus 
in the history of the Church. I want to show also how 
the insights which came to light with the nineteenth-
century Restorers both represent an answer to cer-
tain classical problems as they have emerged in the 
history of Christianity, and, at the same time, present 
a viable proposal for the doctrine of fellowship in 
our ecumenical era. 
Procedurally, I will carry out this task by taking up 
in the last part of this segment of the essay the 
general question: What did it mean to say one was in 
fellowship with Christ in the earliest Christian com-
munities? In a subsequent issue we will address a 
present-day parallel to the first question: On what 
basis can it be said today that a fellowship of Chris-
tians is in fact legitimately the church? 
With respect to the first question, we are attempt-
ing to set as our goal a working description of 
fellowship with Christ in the earliest Christian chur-
ches; and, with reference to the second question, 
we will attempt to define the criteria for a fellowship 
in certain historic expressions of Christianity, in-
cluding the Churches of Christ. Our ultimate goal 
will be to show that a certain stance as to what con-
stitutes Christian fellowship qua fellowship was taken 
by key nineteenth-century leaders of the Restoration 
Movement vis-a-vis the major ecclesiastical expres-
sions of historic Christianity (Roman Catholic, 
Eastern Orthodox, mainline Protestant, Believers 
churches, etc.). I believe it would be worthwhile for 
the Churches of Christ today to restate and reaffirm 
this stance for both the benefit of their constituency 
and for the wider religious community. We now 
turn to our first question. 
FELLOWSHIP WITH JESUS IN THE 
EARLIEST CHRISTIAN COMMUNITIES 
The Greek word koinonia (close relationship, 
fellowship) does not appear in the four Gospels. 
Neither does the verb koinoneo (to share, or 
fellowship, in a common task or the life of a com-
munity). Yet the idea of a community founded on 
the basis of common ties is important in the ministry 
of Jesus. Table fellowship, the Matthew 16:16-19 
passage, and the words of Jesus at the Last Supper as 
recorded in the Pauline letters come immediately to 
mind. We will now examine in order these three 
units. 
Origins: Table Fellowship in Jesus' Ministry 
According to the Gospels (Mk 2: 15 parr; Lk 15: lf; 
Lk 19:5; Matt 11:19 par.) Jesus frequently dined 
communally at table with disciples and with various 
other types who seemed interested in what he was 
doing. It appears that certain attitudes expressed by 
Jesus at these meals had important ramifications in 
his ministry. According to our best research, the 
ritual distinction katharos/akathartos (pure/impure) 
and the correlate moral distinction dikaioilarnartoloi 
(righteous ones/sinners) was a regularly established 
mealtime practice observed by the Pharasaical 
teachers of Jesus' day. 11 Such a practice may have 
had its origin in the view that Gentiles were unclean 
because of their dietary habits (Deut 14:21); and 
since such defilement might be contagious, devout 
Jews should not eat with Gentiles (cf. the second 
century s.c. Jewish book of Jubilees 22:16). 12 By the 
time of Jesus, apparently on the basis of the 
Pharisees' attempt to bind the priestly code on all 
Israel, both ritual and moral distinctions were rife 
among the Jews. The Pharisees, in particular, cared 
only to dine at table with a Jewish elite who shared 
the presuppositions and practices of their teachers. 
They considered lay or non-observers of their par-
ticular brand of Torah piety as sinners (Lk 18:11). 
Only after a certain period of probation could such 
types be allowed to come to table and thus be 
received into fellowship. 13 To put it simply, the 
Gospels indicate Jesus subverted this distinction. 14 
Jesus allowed any Jew to come to his table without 
an initial period of probation. 15 The distinction be-
tween clean and unclean and its moral correlate was 
dropped (Mk 7:1-23) as a basis for table fellowship 
with Jesus. Such a procedure constituted a direct 
threat to the tight social fabric of Palestinian Jewish 
society in the first century and thus accounts for 
much of the opposition toward Jesus by his fellow 
Jews. The th rust of Jesus' actions was to say that the 
basis of human union with God is not Torah piety 
(Duet. 4: 1-2) but is found both in the benevolent 
grace of Yahweh and genuine human repentance 
based on the reception of that grace. 16 Jesus' 
ministry was a concrete expression of God's grace. 
By an acceptance of this grace as God's gift, genuine 
repentance in Israel could be elicited. Thus the 
fellowship meals of Jesus were marked not only by 
an obliteration of the Torah pre-conditions for 
fellowship but they were joyous occasions when 
celebration took place over the coming home of the 
lost (Mk 3: 18-20; Lk 15: 1, 11-32). Any discussion on 
the doctrine of fellowship must have its origin at this 
point. Believers must never forget that it is in the 
heart and initiative of a loving and gracious God, 
who always stands ready to receive his broken and 
distorted creatures, that the true basis of koinonia is 
found. The expression of this truth is the real point of 
significance for the table fellowship meals of Jesus, 
which stand at the center of his ministry. 
Development: The Establishment of Community 
Par Excellence in Israel 
The table fellowship meals of Jesus solidified the 
core of his followers. It is out of the context of such 
meetings that the words of Jesus in Matthew 
16:16-19 must be interpreted. For in these words 
Jesus expresses the hope that his work and mission 
will not only find occasional expression at table 
fellowship meals but will result in the forma-
tion of a continuing fellowship in history. Unfor-
tunately this text has been a source of controversy in 
twentieth-century scholarship. Bultmann took much 
of twentieth-century scholarship with him in saying 
that ekk/esia (Church: Matt 16:18) had the meaning 
"S0ndersynagogue 11 ("sectarian fellowship"); and, 
because of his prejudice that Jesus would never start 
a "splinter group" or sect, he labeled this passage as 
inauthentic with Jesus.17 It was the early Christians 
who were the sectarians, not Jesus. Even today this 
view is constantly repeated. 18 
We cannot go into a full analysis of the passage in 
this brief article. But a brilliant recent study of Ben 
Meyer (McMaster University) in The Aims of Jesus 
has, in my judgment, demolished the Bultmannian 
position. Meyer argues that it was the intent of Jesus, 
as reflected in such actions as the calling of the 
twelve, his table fellowship, and his sayings over the 
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bread and cup at the Last Supper, to continue to be 
in fellowship with his followers until the kingship of 
God is realized (Lk 22:18). 19 In this context Matthew 
16:18 is totally consistent with Jesus' intent and thus 
is genuine with him. In the phrasing of a third cen-
tury B.c. passage (1 Enoch 38:1), Jesus' ekk/esia would 
be the congregation of the righteous. It would not be 
like the conventicles of the Pharisees-just another 
special interest group in Israel. But built down on 
Simon the i<epa (Petros the rock), his community 
would transcend the rigid social strata of Palestinian 
society and would encompass those who saw in his 
message the structures of the future kingship of God; 
and against it the gates of Hades would never 
prevail. This was the intent of Jesus and it came to 
concrete expression at Caesarea Philippi. One might 
even say Jesus had in mind the foundation of a sec-
tarian fellowship-but "sectarian" in a special 
sociological sense. Jesus did not envision the 
establishment of just another party within Israel but 
the foundation of a community who in a utopian 
way already embodied the future triumph of God in 
his kingship over the whole nation and ultimately 
the world. Thus in Jesus' ministry the new fellowship 
is constituted. Already it was the community, par 
excellence, in Israel. 
Continuing fellowship 
In I Corinthians 11 :23-25 Paul presents an ac-
count that is among our earliest sources on what 
happened at the Last Supper when Jesus was 
together with his disciples. Paul understands the in-
tent of Jesus at that time to be that the meals of 
fellowship between Jesus and his disciples were to 
continue. While Jesus was not physically present at 
these later meals, the covenant partners in Jesus' 
cause, in imitation of the original disciples, were to 
take the bread and the cup in remembrance of their 
Lord (1 Cor 11 :25). In so representing Christ (i.e., as 
having sacrificed himself for others) those early 
believers "proclaimed Christ's death." For Paul, the 
participation by the believer (i<oinonia; cf. 1 Cor 
10: 16) of the cup and the bread was a deliberte, in-
tentional, volitional faith decision to share with 
fellow participants in Christ's humiliated life (i.e., his 
body and blood), no doubt with an ultimate view to 
share in his vindication. To paraphrase Calvin, the 
believer should come to the supper with the inten-
tion that each time he should be mortified (die to 
self) in order to be vivified (live in Christ). Paul saw that 
it was the intent of Jesus that all of the followers of his 
fellowship (i.e., his body: the Church) share his suf-
fering servant lifestyle. The Lord's Supper was a uni-
que paradigm of that fellowship, for it constituted a 
visible expression of /<0inonia with Christ. It is on this 
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basis (i.e., the intentional faith decision of the 
believer to share Christ's faith) that the community 
was to be seen as constituted both in vertical rela-
tionship with Christ and horizontally in unity 
together in the one body (1 Cor 10:17). Of course 
this i<oinonia is expressed in many other ways in the 
common life of the Christian faith,2° but we have not 
time to go into that here. 
On this basis Paul was able to deal with one of the 
first known threatened breaches of fellowship in the 
early community founded by Jesus. The Corinthians 
opposed to Paul believed that their participation in 
the Lord's Supper (and earlier in baptism) conveyed 
to them some special spirit-substance that led them 
to a super spiritual condition whereby they were im-
mune from the spiritual dangers of i<oinonia (par-
ticipation) in pagan rites (1 Cor 10).21 
Conversely, Paul's position is that you are to 
whom you belong. Union with Christ in baptism and 
the participation in him in the Lord's Supper is in-
dicative of the fact that the believer is under the 
claim of a totally different story and mythos than the 
one which informs the pagan feasts. One cannot be 
united with the Lord an'd participate in the table of 
demons (1 Cor 10:8, 11 ). The two fellowships are 
mutually exclusive. 22 
CONCLUSION 
If this analysis of the dynamics of fellowship in 
Jesus' ministry and in early Christianity is on target, 
two important conclusions can be distilled from 
these observations. First, it seems that for Jesus and 
the early Christians one could not be "in fellowship" 
either with the earthly Jesus or, later, the heavenly 
Christ, without being an active participant in his 
community. 23 In our time when it is still fashionable 
in many circles to spit out such anti-ecclesiastical 
nostrums as "Jesus is ok-but I can't stand the 
church," this biblical teaching on what it means to 
be in i<oinonia with Christ shou Id be heard. 
Fellowship with Jesus in early Christianity is inex-
tricably bound to participation in Jesus' com-
munity--the Church. 
Second, it should be observed that there should 
be one fellowship par excellence. Jesus did not wish 
to found just another sect in Judaism. There were 
more than enough of these splinter groups in first-
century Palestine. Jesus' community was to be a 
vanguard of the future, to embody in the present 
what would come to be the ultimate victory of God's 
kingship. His community, which was welded 
together from people from every social class in Israel 
(and finally from both Jew and Gentile), did have in 
his ministry a definite time of foundation, mode of 
entrance, and communal responsibilities. But these 
boundaries were not for purposes of racial or na-
tional exclusivity as an end in itself. They were to 
serve as a indicator that there had come a new 
fellowship: a universal community, who would 
come to sing the praises of the Creator in the 
ultimate fulfillment of his new creation. This was 
fellowship with Jesus in the earliest communities. 
Even a potential breach in this fellowship (i.e., the 
Corinthian situation) was considered a scandal. 
It was a similar theological vision that informed the 
Restorationists of nineteenth-century America and 
was the guiding star for such leaders of the move-
ment as Fanning, Lipscomb, and Srygley, who were 
the immediate percursors of the twentieth century 
Churches of Christ. 
The thrust of Jesus' actions was to say that 
the basis of human union with God is not 
Torah piety but is found both in the 
benevolent grace of Yahweh and genuine 
human repentance based on the reception 
of that grace. 
Yet we know that discussions on fellowship based 
on this apostolic vision have all too often become 
tainted with banalities when carried on among con-
temporary Churches of Christ. Can a church 
"disfellowship" another church? On what grounds 
can a local church "disfellowship" a member? Who 
is responsible for this action if it takes place-the 
elders or the whole church? Are we "in fellowship" 
with those believers who do not endorse the com-
plete agenda of Christian doctrine upheld within the 
Churches of Christ? Something has come between 
the glorious theological vision of fellowship in the 
New Testament and practical church life in the 
twentieth century. We have inherited the baggage of 
a history. Often we, like Sisyphus of old, appear 
destined to push around these old questions forever. 
Still, we have the power to change course. 
What is needed is not only a clearer vision of the 
doctrine of the church but a critical assessment of 
how believers have wrestled with the issue of 
fellowship throughout Christian history. I am con-
vinced that such an assessment will lead us to see 
that Churches of Christ historically have developed a 
position vis-a-vis the various theological perspectives 
on this issue throughout Christian history, and an ap-
preciation of this point can lead us to bypass many 
of the dead ends in our present situation. 
It is along these lines that I wish to continue the 
discussion in the second part of this essay when I 
take up the second major issue: "On what basis can 
it be said today that a fellowship of Christians is, in 
fact, legitimately the Church?" 
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BEFORE 
WE EVER SAW 
EACH THERS' FACES 
Despite our feeble practice, Jesus still has a fellowship to offer that 
transcends all barriers and which is not based on a temporary "high" . ... 
It is rooted rather in the conviction that we are all beggars who need bread 
and that he is able to feed us only through each other. 
By SCOTT BARTCHY 
A ccording to Nickolaus L. Zinzendorf, the great Moravian evangelist of Hernhut, "All fellowship 
which is only based on agreement of opinions and 
forms without a change of heart is a dangerous 
sect." Zinzendorf raises for us the question, What is 
the basis of our fellowship? And further, I want to 
ask, Is a "change of heart" too high a price to pay for 
fellowship together? It's not that we have chosen 
each other or that we like each other; many of us 
don't even know each other. 
Perhaps it is because of the ecumenical "mood" 
among the churches that we are concerned about 
fellowship. But the "mood" itself is not enough to 
create a fellowship. 
Someone might suggest that we're just a bunch of 
people interested in religion. You know, some folks 
like art, some baseball, some music--and some 
religion. Someone else might suggest that a real 
fellowship here would be impossible in principle, on 
the grounds that real unity will be achieved, if at all, 
only in some future time when men are less full of 
S. Scott Bar!chy is Resident New Testament Scholar al Westwood Chris-
tian Foundation, Los Angeles, California. He recently delivered a major 
paper at the Consultation on a Theology o/ the family at Fuller 
Theological Seminary and is currently working on a commentary on Acts 
for Word. *This article is reprinted from Mission, January, 1973. 
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pride and more full of obedience to Jesus the Christ. 
It is true that many people do act as if Christian unity 
is a state of utopia which may arrive some day in a 
burst of glory and heavenly hallelujahs; but for now 
they are satisfied to find those people who already 
agree with them on a wide variety of theological and 
non-theological matters, rejoicing that there are at 
least a few right-thinking persons, if not an entire 
brotherhood, with whom they feel united. 
But what about a fellowship based on a change of 
heart? What about the idea that before we ever saw 
each others' faces, God had already made us one in 
Jesus Christ? 
Security and Solemnity 
"Change of heart," "already one in Jesus Christ": 
that sounds like religious talk. So let's think together 
about religion for a few minutes. For many of us 
what we might identify as "religious" in our lives is 
tied up with our sense of personal security and with 
solemnity. Very early in our lives we were taught to 
"be quiet in church," and it's not surprising that it is 
still easy for us to think that God likes quiet and 
solemnity better than shouting and rejoicing. But 
this solemnity-which is so much easier than the 
Christian rhythm of serious repentance ("change of 
heart") and needed forgiveness and released rejoic-
ing-th is solemnity is what has given the church the 
reputation of being a combination of stateliness, 
childishness, shyness, sentimentality, daintiness and 
depressedness, as the English mystery writer 
Dorothy Sayers puts it. 
In terms of its function in the individual and in 
society, religion around the world usually helps to 
shield people from the unknown, from the uncer-
tain. It cannot be surprising that the "cult" life 
which most people prefer brings together people 
who already think and act and look alike. For such 
people are safe; we feel good with them, because 
they reinforce our own values and prejudices. It 
should not be surprising that religious groups in the 
U.S.A. remain the most segregated of all our institu-
tions: that's the nature of religious grouping. What is 
shocking, of course, is that many of these groups call 
themselves by the name of him who came to break 
down all barriers between persons. A banner in a 
church in Texas says it very well: "The seven last 
words of the church: we never did it that way 
before." Was it not religious authorities that 
demanded Jesus' crucifixion? What was that hymn 
they sang on the way to the cross? "Give me that old 
time religion!!" 
Perhaps some of us learned our Christianity in 
such a "pop koinonia," an instant fellowship 
ultimately based on the fact that most everyone in 
the congregation had a similar background and saw 
the world in much the same way. God did not have 
to take away any "middle wall of partition" to make 
that fellowship possible-not partitions of race, 
education, social class, or economic differences. 
"All fellowship which is only based on 
agreement of opinions and forms without 
a change of heart is a dangerous sect." 
Such religious experiences are natural and 
understandable; but they also illustrate how much 
religion can be fundamentally divisive, in that it 
reinforces our exclusiveness and self-satisfaction. So 
some religious folk see the ecumenical movement, 
the civil rights movement, and the women's libera-
tion movement as plots to undermine their security. 
From the point of view of the natural man, the 
new, the different is to be feared, to be avoided, to 
be rejected. So it was when a returning soldier from 
Viet Nam called his mother when he arrived back in 
San Francisco to ask if he could bring a wounded 
buddy home with him. His mother said, "Sure, Son, 
but what is wrong with him?" 
The boy replied, "He was shot up pretty bad; he's 
lost an arm and a leg and one eye." 
"Oh," said the mother, "well of course bring him 
with you, but he shouldn't plan to stay with us too 
long." Three days later the Army notified the parents 
that their son had committed suicide in San Fran-
cisco. The body was shipped home for burial; and to 
her horror, the mother discovered that her son had 
one arm, one leg, and one eye. 
How much rejection of what is different, how 
much "safety-first," how much religious ex-
clusiveness and superiority have we taken in with 
our mother's milk? 
God's Family and Diversity 
The confession of Christians is that Cod chose us 
-we did not choose him. "It was not that we loved 
God, but that he first loved us" (1 John 4:10). He 
loved not only me; he loved us. So with his love I 
received a family in the bargain. He who has God for 
his father does not lack for brothers and sisters. He 
who has God for his father cannot choose his 
brothers and sisters. We can respond by judging the 
differences as threatening and unpleasant. Or we 
can respond by seeing the diversity as potentially 
enriching and beautiful, .as filling out our own in-
completeness. We can respond by praying with 
Augustine, "Thanks be to You O God, who before 
we ever saw each others' faces, has already made us 
one in Jesus Christ." 
"One in Jesus Christ," "change of heart" -my 
carefully circumscribed world may be moving right 
along until the moment I look into the mirror of life 
and see Jesus the Christ looking back at me. From 
that point on I am no longer able to judge my life by 
my own rejection, by my own image. For I see in the 
mirror a man who risked everything for God, and I 
see in myself one who is tempted to use religion as a 
refuge from every risk. I see in the mirror one who 
forgave the unforgivable, and I remember that I 
usually forgive only those who have not really hurt 
me. I see there a man who gave his life to save others 
and see myself saving myself as much as I can. I see 
there one who had a bad reputation for the com-
pany he kept (prostitutes and tax collectors and 
other social rejects), and I see myself scheming to be 
seen with the right people. I am aware of one who 
did what he believed to be right regardless of the 
consequences, and know that I sometimes deter-
mine what is right by how it will affect me in the end. 
I see there one who feared God, not the world, and 
see myself as one who often seems to fear public 
opinion more than the judgment of God. 
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And when I ask, "Mirror, mirror on the wall, who 
is the fairest of us all?" and the answer comes back 
"Jesus of Nazareth," my natural reaction is to smash 
the mirror! For this man threatens severely my old 
way of doing things, my old attitudes of prudence 
and safety, or privacy and selfishness. And my reac-
tion shows just how far I have fallen from the original 
dream of life for which I was created. 
Surely it must be said that the early church 
remembered Jesus as one who called men's present 
existences radically into question, shattering their 
complacency about the established religious and 
social order and provoking severe discomfort, fear 
and hatred in some of the finest and most respected 
people. His mission was designed to break open the 
frozen patterns of men's lives and set them moving 
toward a very different future. And if you had set out 
from Jerusalem to Ephesus about A.D. 60, you would 
have encountered a wide variety of doctrine and 
practice among numerous communities of people 
embracing Jews and Greeks, slaves and freemen, 
males and females, all kinds of people, but all 
brought together in a new community by Jesus the 
Christ. 
What about the idea that before we ever 
saw each other's faces, God had already 
made us one in Jesus Christ? 
The beautiful variety of writings-yes, the Gospel 
of John and the Gospel of Matthew, not to mention 
Paul and James, and Hebrews and Revelation-all 
have their unique place in the New Testament; and 
the variety of people who had one or the other of 
these books as their favorite Scripture were all in the 
fellowship of the one new community of the 
Messiah. 
Indeed, when Jesus becomes Lord, he opens my 
eyes to a lot of new things, such as problems of other 
persons, persons that I didn't even know existed 
before. And he keeps me interested in working on 
these problems even when the prudent man in me 
counsels, "Come on, be indifferent for awhile." He 
leads me to take the risk of reconciliation, even 
when my good sense tells me that the situation is 
hopeless. He reminds me of my need for the whole 
human family, just at the moment that I am tempted 
to try to "go it alone." 
To be sure, many of us are embarrassed that more 
actual brotherhood seems to be evidenced at 
musical festivals than in the congregations we know. 
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However, despite our feeble practice, Jesus still has 
a fellowship to offer that transcends all barriers and 
which is not based on a temporary "high" or a pass-
ing phase of the youth culture. It is rooted rather in 
the conviction that we are all beggars who need 
bread and that he is able to feed us only through 
each other. 
Fellowship and "a Change of Heart" 
To many of us the bankruptcy of many of our cur-
rent institutions has become depressingly clear, in-
cluding the patterns and structures of the church, 
perhaps especially these patterns. That is, many of 
us have lost our confidence in the ability of these in-
stitutions to allow life to happen. We are coming to 
an awareness that we have to start over. The tradi-
tions we have received from our fathers are not 
enough. It is necessary, of course, to discover what 
these traditions actually were and why they were so 
important, lest we make a thousand unnecessary 
mistakes and lest we remain ignorant of many great 
treasures. But even so, the smell of life is not on 
them for most of us. We have to begin again, with a 
direct, personal relation to God, and a direct per-
sonal relation to each other in his name. 
In his preface to a 1966 book, Hans Kung asks, 
"Do we really know the others? If we are honest 
with ourselves," he continues (and he speaks for all 
of us), "we have to admit that we do not. But we 
have begun to know them, and that is already a 
great step forward, for they are our brethren, even 
though they differ from us in many ways. There are 
many things they do better as Christians than we. 
We notice this as soon as we begin to know them. It 
then begins to dawn upon us that so often our 
catholicity is unfortunately not a reality but only a 
possibility." He continues, "Obviously, we do not 
learn blindly. We can hardly take everything for 
granted. However, we can test everything." As Paul 
said to the Christians in Thessalonica, "Test 
everything; hold fast what is good" (1 Thess. 5:21). 
"All fellowship which is only based on agreement 
of opinions and forms without a change of heart is a 
dangerous sect." What is the basis of our fellowship? 
Is it not Jesus the Christ, the Lord of the church, the 
leader of the new messianic community, and the 
apostolic church that originally bore witness to him? 
A "change of heart" is by no means too high a price 
to pay for such a fellowship. Indeed, the beauty of 
the fellowship is the continual invitation to receive a 
new heart. 
I am a beggar who needs bread. Aren't you? Let's 
feed each other with joy and thanksgiving, for 
before we ever saw each others' faces, God had 
already made us one in Jesus Christ.. ···········-·····-··MISSION 
The Annual Mission Journal Readers' Seminar was announced in the June 1984 issue of the journal. The 
August issue included some "on-the-spot" personal observations on the seminar and joint meetings held in 
conjunction with the annual meetings of the European Evangelistic Society and the Board of Trustees of 
Mission Journal. 
Publication schedules have prevented a more in-depth coverage of the meetings and seminar. However, we 
believe the occasion was significant enough to bring further reports, reflections and papers to the attention of 
our readers. Included are reflections of Kathy Pulley and Bill Buzbee, both new Mission trustees; the Meeting 
Report of the European Evangelistic Society; reports from Tubingen by Bonnie and Burton Thurston; and 
Howard Short's paper "My Odyssey Through the Restoration Movement," one of three given at the Saturday 
evening gathering. The other papers were not available for inclusion in this issue. 
--- the Editor 
REFLECTIONS ON A COMMON TRADITION 
MISSION'S ANNUAL MEETING AND READERS' SEMINAR 
By KATHY J. PULLEY 
Outside the doors of the OCHS there stands a 
monument with four quotations inscribed upon it, 
from men of the early Restoration Movement in 
America. Both the setting and the spirit of this year's 
annual meetings certainly exemplified their spirit of 
restoration and unity. The trustees of Mission Journal 
and the European Evangelistic Society, an organiza-
tion serving Christian Churches and Disciples that is 
designed to carry on evangelism through research, 
teaching, publication, and total church renewal, met 
jointly for the Readers' Seminar, question and 
answer sessions, and meals. In addition to the formal 
meetings, there were also opportunities for in-
dividual members to meet and engage in dialogue. 
Ors. Bonnie and Burton Thurston reporting on 
their work with the EES at the Institute for the Study 
(cont. on p. 12) 
By Bill BUZBEE 
As a new member of the Board of Trustees for Mis-
sion Journal, this was my first time to attend a Board 
meeting. It was also the first Readers' Seminar I had 
attended. Simply to be a new Board member was 
cause for anxiety, but it was downright discom-
forting to find myself in the middle of a bunch of 
"religious cousins" for the purpose of discussing our 
common heritage in the unity movement. Clearly 
those in attendance from the other groups were fine 
people, and it was a pleasure to make their acquain-
tance. Equally clear was the fact that our religious 
forefathers had engaged in lengthy and intense 
deliberations that culminated in separation. Because 
of these differences I found myself asking if it's really 
worth our time to promote discussion among these 
groups? Common sense suggests that such is foolish. 
(cont. on p. 7 2) 
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(Pulley, continued from p. 11) 
of Christian Origins in Tubingen, emphasized their 
desire for the Institute to have a "world-class in-
fluence." Their bias is that the only way to penetrate 
the German culture spiritually is from the top; that is, 
serious and rational study must be a central part of 
the mission. They have been attempting to carry out 
this task through such teaching efforts as women's 
Bible study, language tutorials, the development of a 
degree in New Testament Origins, and offering in-
struction on the development of a more meaningful 
prayer life. The Thurstons spoke often of their com-
mitment to continue to make the Institute an 
evangelistic, pastoral, prophetic, and ecumenical 
outreach to the entire population of the earth. 
On Saturday evening Ors. Howard Short, Robert 
Hooper, and Dean Walker shared their thoughts on 
the subject of "Reflections on a Common Tradition: 
Hope for the Future." Dr. Short, a long-time leader 
in the OCHS, pointed out that David Lipscomb's 
faculty and student body make more use of the 
OCHS than any other one group. His observation 
that "absolutism can only bring divisions" certainly 
emphasized the importance of retaining the hope 
and vision of the forefathers of our common 
heritage: the search for unity among Christians must 
always be a primary concern for the Church. 
Dr. Hooper, chairperson of the History Depart-
ment at David Lipscomb College, added some very 
fine historical information, especially in regard to the 
Church of the 1950s in middle Tennessee. Dr. 
Walker, a former president of the EES and Senior 
Professor of Emmanuel School of Religion conclud-
ed the evening with some additional thoughts about 
unity. Perhaps his most potent comment was that "if 
we admit that we are divided, then we are." Unity 
can be restored only when we recognize that some 
differences which exist among congregations over 
hermeneutics do not have to mean divisions among 
those believers. The Churches of Christ, the Chris-
tian Church, and the Disciples of Christ do have 
many common traditions and the Readers' Seminar 
provided all of those present with an opportunity 
not only to· reflect upon our common heritage, but 
also to explore a common future. 
In the joint communion service held on Sunday 
morning before our departure, we were reminded 
again in a very edifying way of what we had ex-
perienced through the shared meals, dialogue, and 
fellowship: the churches of Christ are one. The 
words of Barton Stone, which are inscribed upon 
that monument outside the doors of the DCHS, 
seemed especially relevant for our closing moments 
together: "Let the unity of Christians be our polar 
star. MISSION 
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(Buzbee, continued from p. 7 7) 
These groups have spent some eighty years 
documenting their differences in detail. Each has its 
own liturgy, its own network of editors-bishops and 
publications, its own network of colleges and 
schools, its own infrastructure of power, etc. Let's 
face it, the unity movement split. 
Carl Ketcherside ("The Movement that Stopped," 
Mission Journal, Jan. 1983, p. 708) has concluded 
that the movement is, in fact, dead and beyond 
resurrection, at least in its original context. So we 
have many reasons to view the unity movement as a 
historical artifact. Should we accept it as such; and, if 
so, what might some of the consequences be? 
The unity movement was premised on the convic-
tion that the Church of Christ on earth is one. Its 
primary thesis (and plea) was that unity be restored 
by returning to the precepts of first-century Chris-
tianity. Abandonment, either implicit or explicit, of 
this principle has for-reaching consequences. As 
noted by Jay Friddell ("What Does the Church Offer 
Young People?" Mission Journal, July 1984, pp. 
19-20), 
The ideals of our heritage and our goal of 
unity through a New Testament restoration 
principle are the only things that can keep 
us from being a denomination. 
This is a profound point and it is irrefutable. 
In addition to the suggestions offered at the 19H4 
Mission Readers' Seminar, some other considera-
tions rnerit attention. At the entrance to the building 
of the Historical Society is a small monument on 
which various quotations from Campbell and Sterne 
have been inscribed. One of these quotes from 
Stone holds a key point: LET EVERY CHRISTIAN 
BEGIN THE WORK OF UNITY IN HIMSELF. 
Mr. Stone was perceptive. Those who want unity 
will find it .. And those who seek it must do so with a 
Golden Rule attitude-namely, a willingness to 
examine personal practice and to change where 
appropriate. Further, the search must be accom-
panied by a disdain for religious division. 
Second, we must regain the conviction that 
religious division is a disgrace. Such was prerequisite 
to reversing the steady march toward denomina-
tionalism 150 years ago, and it will likewise be re-
quired to nurse that trend today. As suggested by Er-
vin Waters ("A Strategy for Peace," Mission Journot, 
July 1984, pp. 12-15), we need a strategy for peace. 
In particular, the notion that equates righteousness 
with division must be challenged. 
Scripture does not (nor should it) answer every 
question that can be asked. When it doesn't answer 
a question unequivocally, people may make choices 
that lead to different practices. As I understand it, 
the fathers of the unity movement advocated first-
century practice as "safe and conservative," but not 
necessarily as exclusively "righteous." The call was 
Disciples of Christ Historical Society 
to be "Christians only." The notion of being the 
"only Christians" appeared later and with it came 
division. Waters also notes that most of the issues 
that ultimately constituted "grounds for divorce" 
were, in fact, present in the movement almost from 
its inception. Thus we are left with the question of 
whether it took seventy to ninety years to establish 
incompatibility or whether it took that long for in-
tolerance to overcome the initial spirit of the move-
ment. At any rate, a lot of us would benefit from a 
clearer understanding of our religious origins; and 
the 1984 Readers' Seminar was a positive effort in 
that direction. 
One final point-many who attended the 1984 
Mission Seminar met together on Sunday morning, 
June 24, for a devotional and communion. Those 
who seek unity (as well as those who are uncomfor-
table in the presence of their religious cousins) 
would be well advised to create opportunities for 
worshipping together. It makes a difference. 
One final, final point-a sufficient reason to pro-
mote discussion among different groups is that we 
like one another. 
---·-·--····-----··-·--·-·---··--·~----·----------- MISSION 
Seminar participants (Above) President 
Bob Randolph 
we/comes guests to 
the Mission l<.eaders' 
Seminar. 
(Left) Speakers for 
Readers' Seminar: 
Dean Walker; Mike 
Casey, introduc-
tions; Howard Short, 
and Robert Hooper. 
(Far Left) Members 
of Mission and Euro-
pean Evangelistic 
Society Boards meet 
for communion. 
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THE EUROPEAN EVANGELISTIC SOCIETY 
1984 ANNUAL MEETING REPORT 
It is not the usual situation for the European 
Evangelistic Society to publish a rather complete 
report of the proceedings of our Annual Meeting in 
this newsletter. However, the very special nature of 
our Annual Meeting on June 23, 1984, is of such 
wide interest and exciting significance that this uni-
que article is a very important, if not essential, shar-
ing of "good news." 
A Historic Circumstance 
An especially significant historic circumstance 
marked the context of the 1984 Annual Meeting of 
the European Evangelistic Society. At the invitation 
of the President and the Board of Trustees of Mission 
Journal, a significant publication of the Churches of 
Christ (non-instrumental), we met in a Joint Annual 
Meeting in the facilities of Scarritt College and the 
Disciples of Christ Historical Society in Nashville, 
Tennessee. Although many "unity meetings" of a 
similar nature have been held in various locales 
around the U.S. between groups of individuals ac-
ting independently, this is the first time since the 
division (formalized in 1906) in the Restoration 
Movement over the use or non-use of a musical in-
strument in worship that such an invitation/recogni-
tion has been given by a formal organization of these 
churches of Christ to another formal organization 
not of that identification. 
Significant Sharing 
The hospitality, graciousness and genuine concern 
of the Mission Board toward us was given generously 
and received with great appreciation and reciprocat-
ed affection. 
The acknowledgment of overwhelming common 
concerns which we share for the world mission of 
Christ and our mutual commitment to the supremely 
important evangelistic task of the Church occupied 
our attention, rather than the understood dif-
ferences in traditions and preferences. Attention was 
given to the introduction and orientation to each 
other of each organization and the participating 
members present, to the recognition of the absolute 
Lordship of Christ and the absolute authority of the 
New Testament as determinative in all matters of 
faith and practice in the Church and its mission, and 
to some of the acute problems of this present 
generation which demand clear biblical answers. 
Among the evident results were a genuine ap-
preciation for each other and a renewal of commit-
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ment to essential common concerns including the 
vital unity of the body of Christ. Joined to these and 
other results was a commitment to work in practical 
ways in avenues open to each organization for inclu-
sion and support of each other; also, by individual 
choice, members of the Mission Board and staff will 
become supporting members of the European 
Evangelistic Society and European Evangelistic 
Society members and staff will subscribe to and 
publish in Mission Journal. Dr. Robert W. Shaw, 
President of the E.E.S., was elected to the Mission 
Journal Board of Trustees. Representatives of Mission 
Journal also attended and presented an exhibit at the 
North American Christian Convention in Atlanta, 
Georgia, in July, 1984. 
Related Activities 
Preliminary to the Saturday morning and after-
noon Annual Meeting was a joint Friday evening ses-
sion, open to the general public, and attended by 
additional guests from both the Nashville area chur-
ches and elsewhere. A capacity crowd heard special 
presentations by both Dr. Bonnie Thurston, Tutor, 
and Dr. Burton Thurston, Director, of the European 
Evangelistic Society's Institute for the Study of Chris-
tian Origins in Tubingen, West Germany. A question 
and discussion period followed. 
A second "open session" occupied the Saturday 
evening following the Annual Meeting and featured 
a symposium on "Reflections on our Common 
Heritage and Hopes for the Future." Three 
distinguished scholars led the session: Dr. Howard 
E. Short of the Disciples of Christ, Dr. Robert E. 
Hooper of the Churches of Christ, and Dr. Dean E. 
Walker (President Emeritus of The European 
Evangelistic Society) of the Christian Churches. 
Related to our meeting, but subsequent to our 
dismissal, was the attendance of individuals from 
both groups, in the Sunday worship services of 
several Nashville congregations representing all 
three Restoration Movement wings. Special par-
ticipation and leadership roles (presentations and/or 
sermons) were provided in The First Christian 
Church of Nashville (independent), and Vine Street 
Christian Church (Disciples), and The Otter Creek 
Church of Christ (non-instrumental). ____ . ___ .M1ss10N 
Reprinted with permission from The European 
Evangelist, Fall, 1984. 
My Odyssey Through 
The Restoration Movement 
By HOWARD E. SHORT 
U nlike Ulysses, who returned to Ithaca after the siege of Troy, I have never retraced the steps of 
rry personal religious life. Also unlike Ulysses, I have 
been en route for some sixty-two years, rather than 
ten. Furthermore, I hope I have never assisted in lay-
ing siege to any persons or groups with which I have 
had Christian fellowship. Certainly, I have not con-
sciously done so. 
In these days when I am often called upon to 
speak about conversations between the Christian 
Church (Disciples of Christ) and the United Church 
of Christ, I begin by saying, "The United Church of 
Christ is a unity; the Christian Church (Disciples of 
Christ) is a division." This makes me sad because at 
least three of the churches which make up the 
United Church of Christ did not have unity in mind 
as their movements developed, but the Restoration 
Movement had unity as its primary goal. So far, 
about all we hav~ been able to restore is the tenden-
cy to proliferate, an activity which had been under 
way for a few centuries in Europe before being car-
ried to the New World, kit and kaboodle, Seceders, 
Anti-Seceders, Burghers, Anti-Burghers, Old Lights, 
New Lights, and an assortment of odd ideas outside 
our own particiular ancestry. 
We worked hard at our divisions and desperately 
contrived philosophical and pseudo-theological 
arguments designed to outwit and defeat one 
another. For example, remember these marvelous 
antithetical statements: 
What the Scriptures do not specifically 
teach is prohibited. What the Scriptures do 
not specifically prohibit is permitted. 
Almost before they were formulated, we were all 
looking for ways to weasel out of some dilemma into 
which our statement forced us. Anything we were 
doing or wanted to do or teach which did not seem 
to fit neatly under our chosen watchword was quick-
ly defended in a manner satisfactory to ourselves. 
But we are gathered here, I feel sure, as fellow-
Christians, loving and being loved, seeking ways that 
this handful of persons might spread some 
understanding and increase the fellowship among all 
our people. We represent three well-defined bodies, 
or churches, as others see us. And cordiality does 
not always keep us from defining boundaries 
beyond which our consciences will not permit us to 
step. We are even more divided, however, than the 
three recognized denominations attest. 
I thought I knew a little about our history, but I 
received a shock several years ago while par-
ticipating in a forum similar to this one at Emmanuel 
Seminary. While I was the only Disciple to speak, 
there were five Church of Christ speakers, each 
presenting somewhat divergent views. I recall hav-
ing been a visiting speaker at the Cullman, Alabama 
Christian Church some thirty years ago, just at the 
time the Church of Christ there was dividing into two 
churches over the matter of supporting orphan 
homes. And I had appeared on a program at 
Bethany College with Paul Clark, who was Dean of 
the school in Winchester, Kentucky. He said that he 
could identify some 175 congregations which held 
the particular views which the school espoused. 
Beyond that, I was a stranger; but I have been told 
this summer that someone identified twenty-two 
diverse emphases among the Churches of Christ. 
They are most fortunate that they do not have a 
governing structure like that of the Christian Church 
(Disciples of Christ) so they can't vote to 
disfellowship one another! 
But if you think the Disciples are a monolith, you 
should follow me around a few months; or you 
should have sat in my editor's chair for sixteen years 
and read the mail. I once read a paper to a German 
Pred igersem i nar in Preetz, Schleswig-Holstein, 
about Disciple beliefs and practices. I concentrated 
on our loose, congregational style of government, 
since I knew it was unfamiliar to the group. The first 
comment during the discussion period came from a 
professor who said loudly, "Professor, you can't run 
a church that way!" I said in reply, what might be 
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loosely translated into English as, "Well, we do -
but it ain't easy!" 
So, lest I forget it at the close, I rejoice in these 
days together here in Nashville. I have given over 
thirty years to help oversee the Society in whose 
building we are meeting because I see it as one 
way we can keep a few people together, acting as 
Christians and believing that we all are. I rejoice that 
David Lipscomb College, in this city, holds the 
record, year after year, for the widest use of our 
materials. That's what we built this magnificent 
building for and why the Disciples, in particular, 
have put millions of dollars into the program - so 
that everyone who wishes may study and learn. The 
Disciples of Christ 1-listorical Society was organized 
as a cooperative organization and it, along with the 
Board of Church Extension and the Pension Fund of 
the Christian Church afford a real, if fragile, 
fellowship of service to all of us. 
My odyssey began in the Church of Christ. I had no choice in this matter, actually. We lived on 
a red clay farm in southern Indiana, Washington 
County. The one-room frame building which 
housed the Church of Christ was a half a mile away, 
across the fields. My father was an elder. The four 
elders ran the church, I suppose, although it often 
seemed that Arthur Johnson ran it. He held no office 
and received no pay; but he swept the floors, made 
the fires, lighted the lamps, led the singing, and 
taught the Bible class on the three Sundays when we 
had no preacher. He also took more than his share 
of turns going to town after the preacher on the 
fourth Saturday each month and returning him to 
the depot on Monday morning. One preacher died 
in the Johnson home on a Sunday night, never to 
return home again. 
One of my first memories of preachers was hear-
ing one of them say, "That Christian Church in town 
is just as bad as the Methodists and the Baptists." Of 
course we all knew how bad those two were! But I 
had several cousins in the Christian Church and I 
had thought that they were great. 
Yet another memory comes back: perhaps it was 
my first theological diagnosis. We were firm 
believers in "One Cup." But the two deacons 
always passed the communion in two water glasses. 
I could not have been over twelve, but I wondered 
how we could preach "One Cup" and serve in two 
glasses. 
We had "no printed helps," no settled minister, 
no missionary society (and we never gave anything 
to anyone outside the community so far as I know), 
no church board. I didn't know what or who we 
were on the scale of things until long after I became 
an adult. Then, one day I was describing our 
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Douglas Church to a Church of Christ minister in St. 
Louis. I remarked how courteous and helpful Daniel 
Sommer had been when I was writing a B.D. thesis 
on the Restoration Movement, in an Eastern, non-
denominational seminary. Then my friend said, 
"Oh, you belonged to the Old Foggies!" Mr. Som-
mer and both his sons are gone now, but some of 
their influence still remains in the county although 
Kentucky, and even some Tennessee, ideas get up 
that way. 
My baptism, in 1922, was a deeply moving, 
spiritual experience. By that time I was living with a 
married brother in another community, but I still 
went back to Douglas to worship. My days as an ac-
tual member of the congregation were quite limited. 
I stayed in town two winters with two different sets 
of uncles and aunts and attended high school. On 
Sundays I went to the Christian Church Sunday 
School with my cousins. Today, my older brother 
and my sister at the ages of 90 and 92, respectively, 
are, along with their families, active members of the 
Church of Christ in Salem, attending worship three 
times each week. 
In the summer of 1923 I went to Chicago Heights, 
Illinois, to work in a factory. I went to the Christian 
Church the morning after I arrived. There was no 
Church of Christ there, but I felt at home in the Sun--
day School setting of a Christian Church by this time. 
The minister was a graduate of Johnson Bible Col-
lege and was a member of the Board of Trustees at 
the time. Five boys in the church who attended 
Johnson were home for the summer. Before I hardly 
knew what was happening, and under constant urg-
ing by the boys, I had volunteered to go back to 
Johnson with them to finish the last two years of my 
high school work. I placed my membership in the 
Heights Christian Church. My older brother told me, 
years later, that he saw the clerk's book of the 
Douglas Church of Christ, down home, and my 
name was still on it. He spoke to the clerk, who said, 
"I wrote a letter but I kinda hated to take Howard's 
name off the book, so I just left it." 
Johnson had a great influence on my life, and I 
send a modest check a few times each year as a 
token of appreciation for the training and insight I 
received there, although I never had a single religion 
course, except a year of New Testament Latin. I left 
in 1925, before the Memphis meeting in 1926 which 
set in motion the division between the Disciples and 
the Christian Churches and Churches of Christ. I was 
a freshman in Eureka College when the North 
American Christian Convention was organized and 
was not influenced by the event. 
A few years ago a friend in Akron, Ohio, told me 
that he had visited Brother P.H. Welshimer some six 
weeks before he died. He asked for and was given 
permission to tape their conversation. On that tape 
Brother Welshimer says, "If I had it to do over, I 
would not give them permission to use my name in 
forming the North American Christian Convention." 
As I recall, he was in the small group, along with 
James DeForest Murch, W.R. Walker, Will Sweeney, 
my cousin Otto Trinkle, and a very young Bob Tuck, 
who planned the rump convention in the Pantages 
Theater in Memphis in 1926. In any case, he seems 
to have felt at the end of his life that the division was 
a worse evil than the liberalism which Leslie Wolfe 
had reported from the Philippines. 
After my seminary days, my pastorates were in 
Springfield, Massachusetts, and Akron, Ohio. In 
Ohio, we had no division in the '30s. P.H. 
Welshimer and the Canton church were among the 
most active supporters of the Ohio Christian Mis-
sionary Society, as the state organization was called. 
We all cooperated with the church world. I recall, 
on one occasion, sitting with Dean Walker's father 
at a session of the Ohio Ministers Conference, when 
over 3000 were present. (We were listening to John 
L. Lewis, the bushy-browed labor leader.) 
But lines were beginning to form and I found 
myself in the Disciples camp, without any upheaval 
or conscious choice. In essence, my whole ministry 
has been spent with the Disciples: as a pastor, a col-
lege professor, a seminary professor and an editor. 
In ten years of retirement I have more calls to do all 
these tasks over again than I can handle. 
I t had not been my intention, originally, to make this statement as biographical as it has become. 
But I have tried to write it in such a way as to give 
some clues as to how I feel about the future. I will 
finish my comments by indicating some of my feel-
ings about the matter. 
My doctoral dissertation had to do with the six-
teenth-century German Reformation. I observed in 
that study how ideas are always promoted by strong 
individuals-the more forceful the persons, the more 
fierce the struggles. Of course, one could say that if 
there had not been a Zwingli or a Luther or a Calvin, 
someone would have risen to consolidate the feel-
ings of revolt which were simmering in their era. 
That is probably true, but the fact is that these men 
did it. If there had been no Thomas Muntzer, there 
might not have been a Peasants' War. If there had 
been no Martin Bucer, Martin Luther and Huldreich 
Zwingli probably would not have met at Marburg to 
discuss the Lord's Supper. Division would not have 
come when it did-but it would have come. 
It has been the same with us. The unity of the 
Campbell and Stone movements at Lexington, 
January 1, 1832, was a loose sort of agreement; but I 
wonder if even that would have been achieved if 
Alexander Campbell had been there to argue with 
Barton W. Stone. If J.W. McGarvey, head of The 
College of the Bible, had not opposed instrumental 
music in worship, surely division over that issue 
would have been slowed somewhat. What if Isaac 
Errett and J.H. Garrison, two giants of journalism, 
had been able to agree on other matters, not just in 
their opposition to the growing "anti-instrument" 
voices? They respected one another, even as their 
views began to diverge. In our own time, Ed Hayden 
and I tried to carry on this Christian fellowship, 
visiting each other's offices, hosting one another at 
the national conventions, even during the final days 
of the Restructure plans of the Christian Church 
(Disciples of Christ). 
If time permitted, I would say something about 
social and cultural ;actors which I think have had a 
lot to do with our divisions. It is hard for churches 
and individuals to admit that, and we all try 
desperately to prove that everything we believe and 
practice comes directly from the Bible. 
hat we need now are leaders who are 
respected and trusted by the members of their 
own constituencies who would just stand up and 
say, "We accept as brothers and sisters in Christ all 
who accept Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior and who 
serve him to the very best of their understanding and 
ability." After that we could say anything we pleas-
ed: "Why do you hold such crazy ideas? "Where 
does the Bible say that?" "How can you justify your 
belief that such-and-such is right?" Anything-just 
so long as we start with the major premise that we 
have a oneness which must supersede our diversity. 
Absolutism can only bring division. Perhaps the 
variety of Churches of Christ attests to this conclu-
sion. I don't see any way we can have unity except 
in diversity. Our fathers were right: we are not the 
only Christians; we are Christians only. What hap-
pens is that we mistake our understanding of Scrip-
ture or the views of some respected preacher or 
(cont. on p. 2 7) 
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THE TUBINGEN MISSION 
UNDERSTANDING 
OUR MISSION 
By BURTON THURSTON 
I n the charge given by Jesus to the apostoles at the end of the Gospel of 
Matthew there is only one verb in the 
imperative mood. That is the word 
translated "make disciples." The other 
verb forms-"going," "baptizing," 
and "teaching" -are all participles 
describing what they would be doing 
while fulfilling the imperative of "mak-
ing followers or instructed ones." 
Codex Beza has an interesting varia-
tion on the "going" in which "now" 
takes the place of "therefore." 
The divine imperative which rests 
upon the Church is to disciple or in-
struct the nations. The method of in-
struction is clearly indicated in the 
Pauline mission. The word used is 
"dialogue." This method of reasoning 
and discussing was used by Paul in 
Athens (Acts 17:2, 17), in Corinth and 
Ephesus in the synagogue (Acts 
18:4, 19; 19:8,9), in Troas (Acts 20:7,9), 
and in Caesarea, where he talks about 
his Jerusalem appearance (Acts 
24:12,25). 
The age of dialogue has returned to 
the church. It should be noted that a 
key word in dialogue is vulnerability. A 
dialogue is not a monologue or a 
massive attack. Rather, we must learn 
to listen carefully to strange and shock-
ing ideas if we expect our ordinary and 
non-shocking ideas to have a hearing. 
We plan to carry on a series of dif-
ferent types of dialogue: intramural 
dialogue with Roman Catholics, Or-
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thodox, and Protestants; intermural 
dialogue with Jews and Muslims; 
extra-mural dialogue with spiritually 
alert but non-monotheistic religious 
people. Because of the magnitude of 
the task, we must fight the tendency to 
close the door to people of good will 
who are involved in such dialogue. 
T he Institute for the Study of Chris-tian Origins by Tubingen is a small 
facet of the Christian World Mission. 
We are a part of the Christian presence 
in the land of the Reformation, and this 
is both a necessity and an imper-
tinence. Why would it be necessary to 
have a Christian presence in a land 
where everyone is already officially a 
Christian? 
This question might best be 
answered by raising some parallel 
questions. If the religion of the Old 
Testament and post-exilic Judaism was 
a religion which God established and 
ordained, what was Jesus doing chang-
ing or proposing changes in the situa-
tion? If these were all God's people 
with a revelation from God, then in 
one sense Jesus was an impertinence. 
Those who arranged his crucifixion 
were convinced that he was. 
If all Muslims believe in the one liv-
ing and true God and believe that 
Jesus was the word of God, was born 
of a virgin, performed miracles, was 
taken to heaven, and will come again, 
why did Sam Zwemer go to the Ara-
bian gulf to preach? (It should be noted 
that over two million Muslims are liv-
ing in West Germany today.) 
If the Jews today are the "chosen 
peopie of God," why don't we join 
them and simply become God's peo-
ple? We are conscious that any such 
question or proposal has flaws in it 
somewhere. It is within the flaw of the 
question that our sense of mission 
emerges. None of us are entirely 
wrong. True and false in relation to 
human life can have shades of mean-
ing. A statement can be more true than 
false or more false than true. 
Historically, we fall into the category 
of those who feel that the Reformation 
has run out of steam in Europe and has 
adopted a government relation which 
at times is very functionary and of-
ficious. Professor Moultman proposes 
a cure for this in his book Open 
Church: Invitation to Messianic 
Lifestyle. 
The question, as in the case of any 
reform movement which ends up op-
posing what it started out to do, is how 
we get involved in a genuine renewal 
in the church in Europe? Ludwig von 
Gerdtell proposed a revolution in the 
church, but unfortunately it came at 
the time of the Hitler era and was 
never realized. In one sense, we justify 
our presence as being a continuation 
of the von Gerdtell movement to 
restore the radical reformation to the 
church in Germany. Because of this, 
we satisfy ourselves that we are not an 
impertinence, whether it convinces 
anyone else or not. 
T here are two ways to attack the problem. The leaders of one group 
can meet with the leaders of the other 
group. Since we do not have a hierar-
chy to speak for us, that way is not 
very feasible. Such conversations have 
been going on since 1969 between the 
Ecumenical Patriarch and the leaders 
of the German Evangelical Church. 
The other way is through the door of 
education and scholarship, issuing 
forth in an evangelistic effort to touch 
the lives of those who are officially 
Christian, Muslim, or Jewish but to 
whom religious faith means very little. 
There are some very devout Christians 
in both the state church and the 
Roman Catholic church whose lives 
ring true, and we need to support and 
encourage them any way we can. 
In keeping with our possibilities and 
potential and with the limits which 
characterize human beings, we do 
several things. Some are done well and 
others have the potential for being 
done well. If one is a missionary at 
heart with a true sense of vocation, 
then one must keep his or her eyes 
open. One is constantly doing market 
research. Sometimes it is better to pray 
and do nothing if what is planned 
looks fruitless. 
Because of a longtime association 
with our mission in Germany, a study 
of the program became a part of the 
work load during this past year. When 
the indebtedness gets out of control, it 
is time to review the program and 
develop activities which will do the 
work and capture the imagination of 
Christian supporters. While this pro-
gram review was going on, there were 
several types of activity from past 
history which could be stressed and 
put into practice, immediately. 
Research was accelerated with a 
view toward writing and publication. 
Since we have a professor on the staff 
who was already recognized as a 
writer and poet, we made provision 
for this skill to be utilized. Research 
continued in three areas: exegesis, 
hermeneutics and early Christian 
history. We studied the impact of the 
Gospel in a world which has changed 
radically. We cannot bury our heads in 
the sand about changes which have 
already taken place. The old age of the 
church and Christians under the aegis 
and protecting arm of Constantine are 
gone. 
Christians now stand stripped of any 
official protection, armed only with 
faith before the other religions of the 
world; and our older pessimistic views 
do not really make much sense. They 
have a different view of Jesus? What is 
different about that? Even a spirit-
guided council of Nicea couldn't solve 
that problem within the Christian com-
munity. The Christology developed by 
the Indians, Japanese, Sri Lankans, 
Africans, and Latin Americans might 
knock us off our conceited and self-
satisfying pedestals to our own benefit. 
Third World Christians have rejected 
the Jesus of Roman Catholic and Pro-
testant missionaries in favor of a Jesus 
who liberated people who were ex-
ploited under the Roman and Jewish 
systems of his day. They reach out for a 
New Testament concept of Jesus in 
which to put their faith. 
Entering into dialogue with others in 
all honesty must have an element of 
vulnerability, for without it discussion 
is too authoritarian and autocratic to 
allow any possible positive results. To 
regard the other person's faith as 
natural and ours as supernatural offers 
no access to authentic religious 
dialogue. In the New Testament we 
can witness the process of filling 
cultural forms with Christian content. 
In any age this active force of the 
Gospel on culture can continue. There 
is no need to adopt static Middle 
Eastern cultural patterns as essential to 
Christianity. 
T he followers of Alexander Camp-bell can hardly talk about Chris-
tian unity without blushing-if there is 
any sensitivity left at all. When we 
ceased to think as a movement and 
began to think in sectarian terms, a 
change took place. In our internaliz-
ing, we should never have forgotten 
that the church is the people of God. 
In a movement it is possible to 
associate and work with any of the 
people of God. As a sect, we have to 
keep the fences up. It is like the point 
in the anaphora of St. Basil when the 
celebrant cries out "the doors, the 
doors." Then the deans rush to close 
the doors so the unwanted won't be 
there for the celebration. 
Research does not have the privilege 
of being sectarian, however. We have 
encouraged students and faculty to 
come from widely divergent institu-
tions and many places. We have 
shared our facilities with all Christians 
of goodwill who desire to use them. 
The list of scholars who have been 
associated with the Institute through 
the years will be available shortly in a 
published bibliography. 
A colloquium for graduate students 
is held each year during the academic 
schedule. This is an open discussion 
program in which graduate students 
present their research to their peers 
under the tutelage of Professor Otto 
Betz and the director of the Institute. 
The presentations deal with current 
work in New Testament research, ex-
egesis, and the contemporary 
challenges to Christianity. Scholarship 
is given a practical focus in this work. 
Such emphasis is quite different from 
the general theological scene in Ger-
many. 
During the past year the Auslanders 
(foreigners) Coloquium was revived as 
a separate program, featuring guest 
speakers. Our major concern has been 
with the two problems of ministry and 
peace. When fully operative, it will 
present public lectures on the issues 
which face Christians in fulfilling or 
realizing the mission of the Church. 
Subjects such as worship, Christian 
life, liberation, peace, spiritual direc-
tion, and ministry will all be presented 
as a means of strengthening the life of 
the Church. 
One of our goals is to maintain con-
versation with a variety of religious 
leaders in the state church, free chur-
ches, Roman Catholics, missionary 
agencies, colleagues in mission, and 
all types of Christian workers---without 
restriction. One of the serious ques-
tions is how to reach the 90 percent of 
the people in Germany who have no 
vital interest in Christianity. We have a 
measure of acceptance after thirty-five 
years, but we have a continuing 
challenge to clarify our mission and 
meet the changing times. ____ MtSSION 
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!EDUCATION AND IECUMIENISM 
By BONNIE BOWMAN THURSTON 
ne of my colleagues in Tubingen 
keeps trying to call me a 
theologian. The more I see of 
theological education, the more clear 
my vocation as a student of the Bible 
and of prayer becomes. If theology 
were "God words," perhaps I would 
accept another label. 
My understanding of our mission in 
Tubingen, then, is biblical and shaped 
by my translation of Ephesians 
4:11-13a: 
And he himself granted some 
(to be) apostles, some 
prophets, some evangelists, 
some pastors and teachers for 
the equipping (training) of the 
saints (God's set apart) into 
the task of service, to upbuild-
ing the body of Christ until 
all reach the unity of faith and 
the understanding of the son 
of God ... 
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Our work in Tubingen is two-fold: 
educational and ecumenical. To 
"educate" in this Ephesians passage is 
to teach, to equip for service, not to 
see that people get Ph.D's, Fullbright 
Fellowships, or nice places for a sab-
batical. Christian education is for the 
purpose of service. Service is not a 
stepping stone to nobility in the 
Kingdom; it is the only nobility. Barth 
notes that in Ephesians 4:11 the "kai" 
between pastors and teachers func-
tions as "that is" or "in particular." So 
shepherds and teachers are one group. 
Second, to be ecumenical is to help 
people move toward the unity Paul 
assumes faith has. The NEB translates 
vs. 13, "The unity inherent in our 
faith." The Latinate "inherent" means 
"stuck in," an inseparable quality. It is 
under these two headings, education 
and ecumenism, that I shall mention a 
few areas of work in Tubingen. 
I f there were ever a biblical voca-tion, it is teaching. It was in Jesus' 
ministry (Mark 1 :14,22) and the last 
thing he told the eleven to do (Acts 
1 :8). It is what Peter did at Pentecost 
and what the earliest followers 
gathered to hear (Acts 2:42). Because 
Ephesians tells us that teaching is 
apostolic, prophetic, evangelistic, and 
pastoral, we envision our teaching 
ministry broadly. 
Last year one of our most popular 
teaching programs was a women's Bi-
ble study which drew twenty women 
from seven countries and seven 
"denominations" to study their com-
mon heritage in the Book of Acts. We 
do a great deal of tutorial work in 
languages, as our academic staff 
speaks or reads nine languages. We 
have helped Germans with English ex-
ams, Americans with English, 
theological students with Greek, and a 
non-native English speaker with 
English. In that there is a story. 
One Sunday night as the Ecumenical 
service ended, two young Muslim men 
from the sub-continent appeared. 
They had read our announcement of 
"English Service" and assumed it 
meant we taught English! What should 
we tell them? That is not what it 
meant; the church only does what she 
defines as her mission? We began 
lessons the next week. (And one of 
those young men has not missed a 
church service since.) 
The "equipping of God's set apart 
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ones" means many things. One way to 
equip is to lead people to see God's 
hand in their lives. To this encl, I have 
worked as a spiritual director. In an ar-
ticle entitled "Spiritual Direction" 
(Worship, vol. 55, No. 5, 1981) Henri 
Nouwen suggests that "the spiritual 
life is a life in which we struggle to 
move from absurd living to obedient 
living" by means of the disciplines of 
the Church, the Book, and the heart. 
We need to lead each other to wor-
ship, Bible study, and prayer. 
Future plans for our educational 
ministry are ambitious. We would like 
to see a residential, non-
denominational, international com-
munity come into being under the um-
brella of an Institute which could grant 
credit for work in New Testament, Ear-
ly Christianity, World Religions, and 
missions. We could serve the continu-
ing education of lay persons, pastors, 
college faculty, and missionaries 
already in the field (many of whom 
could reach Germany more easily than 
the U.S. for educational furlough). 
Such plans depend upon God's will 
and favor and the willingness of Chris-
tians to support a completely non-
sectarian mission. 
T his brings us to the question of ecumenism. A form of the word ap-
pears in Ephesians 4: 12: "to the 
oikodomain" of the body of Christ." 
The word comes from the verb 
"oikodomeo," meaning to build, to 
erect, to strengthen, to encourage, to 
rebuild, or to restore. Its first cousin, 
"oikoumenay," from which we derive 
"ecumenical," means, in Greek, the 
world, the inhabited earth, 
humankind. This series of words points 
not only to what is managed within the 
house, but to the whole world. We are 
to equip God's people to build up and 
to restore the whole inhabited world 
which is Christ's body. 
I do not understand how conversa-
tions among the splinter groups of an 
American sect are ecumenism in the 
biblical sense. God has only one 
Church. He made only one. We might 
do well to reread T.W. Manson's 1948 
book The Church's Ministry in which 
he stresses that the Church is the con-
tinuation of the Incarnation; it is not 
organized into existence by groups of 
believers. This is the thrust of Ephe-
sians 4:13a: The building up leads to a 
subjunctive verb in a temporal clause 
with a purpose idea-until we all reach 
the unity of faith and understanding 
which already is. 
There is one and only one Body, that 
of the Son of God extended through 
us. This Body is unified in all its parts. 
So long as we are under One supreme 
Head, our divisions must remain 
essentially unreal. 
When we speak of ecumenism, it is 
time we quit playing sand-lot in-
tramurals and moved into the Big 
Leagues! The Edinburgh Conference in 
1910, the World Conference of Faith 
and Order of 1927, even the 2nd 
Vatican Council Decree of Ecumenism 
in 1964 are behind us. We must stop 
wasting God's time on self-
perpetuating institutional and struc-
tural sin within Christendom and reach 
out to the "whole inhabited world." 
World religions is the arena of 
ecumenism in our time and beyond. 
We must engage the "other sheep" of 
whom our Lord speaks in John 10. 
To this end we have worked in the 
past year with Hans Kung's 
ecumenical institute in cross-religious 
dialogue. The academic staff gave 
papers on world religions in the 
Graduate Colloquium of the Protestant 
Faculty. I attended the East-West 
Religions in Dialogue meeting in 
Honolulu in January, 1984 (see June, 
1984 Mission Journal). Our director 
has been working with the Oriental In-
stitute and the Economics Division of 
the Max Planck Institute in Muslim-
Christian relations. 
New Testament Christianity must 
address the fundamental forms of the 
world's great religions with the essen-
tial message of the Lord. We must do 
it in Tubingen because no other 
theological agency there does. Our 
dialogue must be as learners ourselves 
and not as spiritual imperialists. 
The Tu bingen professor who told me 
last November that the only reason to 
study other religions was to convert 
them to Christianity had missed some 
important New Testament incidents. 
The magi in Matthew 2 were led to 
Jesus through the practice of their own 
religion. This may well have been the 
case with Simon the Magician in Acts 8 
and with other Gentiles. Justin Martyr 
(100-165 A.D.) has some interesting 
notions about the logos along these 
lines. These early witnesses to engage-
ment with world religions must be 
taken seriously. 
In the process, we do not ignore a 
more traditional ecumenism. We reac-
tivated the Sunday night English ser-
vices which had not been held for 
several years. We do not ask if people 
have been immersed or sprinkled, if 
they believe in the Real Presence or a 
memorial act, if they are "born again," 
or if they are willing to renounce some 
other fellowship to join us. The effec-
tiveness of and need for such a com-
munity is confirmed by the fact that we 
went from a congregation of five to an 
average of forty in less than six weeks. 
Our pulpit has been filled by 
Anglicans, those from the Church of 
Christ, Disciples, Seventh Day Adven-
tists, Roman Catholics, and Quakers. 
Baptists, Coptic Orthodox, and 
Charismatics have led worship. And 
we have addressed another 
"household" issue. We do not preach 
about the place of women; each has 
equal access to all roles in worship, 
preaching and leadership. 
T o close, I understand the equip-ping, the unity that is our mission as 
summarized by strengthening Chris-
tian Spirituality. Both in Germany and 
at home many Christians are spiritual 
cripples. Pentacostalism and 
Charismatic renewal may well be 
God's way of com batting the Church's 
failure to teach the Bible and to teach 
prayer seriously. Without these two 
basics, we will continue to see the 
fruits of the Spirit dwindle and dry up. 
People must be taught to take the Bi-
ble seriously as a rule for daily life. The 
Roman Church in Latin American has 
outdistanced us recently in this. (See 
1980 Nobel Prize winner Adolof Es-
quivel's Christ in a Poncho.) Jesus and 
Paul knew Scripture not by rote, but 
by application. "Hermeneutics" 
means "let us teach how to study and 
how to apply Holy Scripture." This has 
been the historic mission of the In-
stitute. 
Second, the Church is not teaching 
people how to pray with their whole 
beings. God is not a cosmic waitress to 
whom we mumble a series of impolite 
requests for our own needs and well-
being. That is the only prayer life some 
have been taught, and it is why TM 
can charge $350 for three lessons and 
young people are willing to trade 
freedom for a life of spiritual slavery. 
We must teach the ancient prayers 
and prayer forms of the church. Prayer 
means listening as well as talking, 
passivity as well as activity. If we are 
always talking, God will not be able to 
get a word in. Woe to the Church if 
Paul had been playing a radio on the 
road to Damascus! Because God still 
speaks, we must teach listening skills. 
We pray our mission in Tubingen 
follows Ephesians and is prophetic, 
evangelistic, pastoral, and ecumenical. 
We exist to encourage the study of the 
New Testament in the context of 
world religions with reference to the 
continuing reformation of Christian 
thought and practice in our time. We 
are in Tubingen to share its rich tradi-
tions of scholarship and to make a con-
tribution to the quality of international 
and ecumenical education there. May 
our work in these and all ways be ac-
ceptable in Thy sight, 0 Lord, Our 
Strength and Our Redeemer._M/SSION 
(Odyssey, cont. from p. 17) 
editor for an absolute revelation from God. If that 
method were true, we would all be followers of the 
Southern Baptist Billy Graham, who built a world-
wide ministry on the phrase, "The Bible says .... " 
tian Convention churches aren't going to organize a 
missionary society to replace the hundreds of 
separate money-raising efforts to support individuals 
abroad. 
The problem is that when the Bible, in whatever 
text, goes through the mind of Billy Graham, or of 
some lesser light like Howard Short, and comes out 
in verbal form, it has been worked over by 
everything that is in that mind. Every past experience 
or thought or hope, in some measure, is brought to 
bear on the Bible passage, as the digestive juices 
work upon food taken into the mouth. Even when 
one says, "I believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son 
of the living God, and I accept Him as my personal 
Savior," what one means by the words is colored by 
all that is in the mind. 
We aren't going to disband structures, either the 
formidable ones now in place among the Disciples, 
the growing ones of the Christian Churches and 
Churches of Christ, or the less visible ones of the 
Churches of Christ. We will not orient our Christian 
activity and mission into the same channels in the 
foreseeable future. Disciples are going to fellowship 
in a wider range of Christians than the other two 
groups might be comfortable with. Churches of 
Christ aren't going to stop arguing about a variety of 
doctrines and practices. The North American Chris-
However, you and I could be Christian enough to 
separate opinions from absolutes as our fathers tried 
to do and act and write in the presence of these 
three million persons or more as if we believe the 
Lord would have us do this. That's what I plan to do, 
as long as days, or years, are spared to me. 
May I close with one paragraph from that beautiful 
and meaningful prayer with which James DeForest 
Murch closed his history Christians Only: 
As we look upon the outward divisions of 
the church in the world our hearts are 
pained. Cod, forgive our humanisms, our 
perversions, and our feverish ways which 
promote divisions, which keep us from 
fellowship one with another and which 
hinder the evangelization of the world. 
We long for the visible realization of the 
unity for which Christ prayed. We would 
surrender our wills completely to Thee that 
Thy will may be done in us to the unity of 
Thy people and to Thy everlasting glory. 
Amen 
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By LYNN MITCHELL 
The churches of Christ are regularly accused of legalism. I will not argue with this except to say 
that I do not believe that legalism is our most char-
acteristic heresy. Rationalism is, I believe, our 
"other gospel." By "rationalism" I do not mean be-
ing rational or reasonable; I mean the assumption 
that our salvation is primarily dependent on our 
reason, i.e., the correct apprehension of doctrines 
logically inferred from Scripture. Many of our people 
realize that they cannot be good enough or do 
enough to be saved. But many of us still feel that we 
can, and in fact do, know enough to be saved. By 
and large our hope of salvation has been in our 
brains, not in our good works. Members of a local 
church might, after all, be saved in the afterawhile 
even if their congregation supports no missionary. 
They could not, however, be saved if they did not 
know that missionary societies are unscriptural. 
They could be saved if their congregation had no 
elders or deacons. They could not, on the other 
hand, be saved if they did not "know" that elders 
and deacons constitute the only scriptural church 
polity. 
These various intellectual positions were arrived at 
by consensus, through a process of conflict, debate, 
and personal influence. Alexander Campbell, for in-
stance, favored missionary societies and despised 
the doctrine of complete congregational autonomy. 
His more radical followers (associates) had a horror 
of extra-congregational organization and coopera-
tion. In the debates of the succeeding century 
Campbell lost out in churches I have been 
associated with. The adult classes in these churches 
assume that membership in a completely 
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autonomous congregation is a pre-requisite to salva-
tion and, if they have ever heard of Campbell, 
assume he believed the same. 
In short for these persons salvation is dependent 
upon their brains and their ability to draw all of the 
correct inferences. On the other hand, no brain is 
too feeble to understand what is necessary to 
understand and agree to in order to be saved. "Doc-
trine" therefore assumes the lowest common level 
of understanding: thus the frustration of the adult Bi-
ble school teacher who takes the task seriously. He 
or she learns quickly that the class is open to learn-
ing new facts (e.g., where Paul went from Corinth), 
to being encouraged to do good works, and to being 
reminded of doctrinal truths they already know and 
by which they were saved. But they are not so open 
to the idea that there are important "doctrines" of 
which they may be unaware or mistaken. If there 
were any such, the rationalist's state of salvation 
would be in doubt. 
If my thesis is correct, we have exaggerated the 
importance of theology by confusing it (in the form 
of "doctrine") with the basis of salvation. The adult 
Bible class teacher soon learns that it is foolhardy to 
challenge the very basis of salvation of one who has 
been saved for twenty or thirty years. 
"Theology" in the traditional sense, i.e., "faith 
seeking understanding" (Anselm, Augustine), can-
not fare well among congregations where this at-
mosphere prevails. Faith and salvation are the prere-
quistes, not the result, of theology. Theology begins 
where God has met us and seeks rationally to 
understand what He has done for us and what that 
means for our understanding of the whole of reality. 
Theology understood in this way cannot be ex-
hausted by a filmstrip designed for a pre-conversion 
"cottage meeting." 
The fact is, of course, that like everyone else peo-
ple in Churches of Christ have always done theology 
and thought very highly of the results. They have 
simply called it "doctrine" instead of "theology" 
and, often, have denied their part in its formulation 
by assuming that correct doctrine involves no inter-
pretation whatever. Calling theology "doctrine" is 
fine if that is the term on which we are to agree. De-
nying our part in its formulation is dangerous, 
however, and leads to a fatal theological faux pas 
which runs through the whole history of our move-
ment. We have confused right thinking with salva-
tion and, therefore, have sought to keep right think-
ing simple ("that the wayfaring man though a fool 
may not err therein") and potentially universal 
("having the same mind"). 
Salvation is simple (though profound) and is the 
loving activity of God, which may be freely enjoyed 
by all through the work of Jesus Christ. Right think-
ing is not simple; it is an immensely complex activity 
hampered by our universal ignorance and profound-
ly complicated by our universal sinfulness. No 
human being, no matter how gifted intellectually 
and morally, can possibly know what is right perfect-
ly any more than he can do what is right perfectly. 
But any human being, no matter how deficient in-
tellectually or morally, can be made perfectly whole 
without spot or blemish before God. 
That is the difference between salvation and 
theology. Theology does not save anyone. Theology 
is merely our feeble, human attempts to understand 
how we are being saved. But we should not put too 
much weight on the word "merely" in this context. 
Our feeble human attempts to comprehend and to 
explicate how we are being saved are extremely im-
portant. They are not as important as being saved, 
but they are important. 
Often in the history of our movement, theology 
has been considered an unprofitable pursuit at best, 
or an enemy of simple, trusting faith at worst. The 
salvation of theology for members of the Churches of 
Christ requires a serious rethinking of our theology 
of salvation. Put simply, if we are ever going to know 
the relationship between "theology" and our salva-
tion, we are going to have to be clear, first, about 
how we are being saved. We can then proceed to 
discover what "theology" is and how it is related to 
the salvation we are experiencing. 
We need a massive, healthy dose of the Gospel, 
accompanied by widespread comprehension of our 
salvation "by grace through faith, and that not of 
ourselves, it is the gift of God." Once our security is 
firmly rooted in God and not in theology, then 
theology can be set free to do its work enhancing 
our experience of salvation rather than threatening 
it. In Churches of Christ the salvation of theology 
depends heavily on a healthier, more biblical 
theology of salvation. 
I believe that this is happening more and more 
among Churches of Christ. For various reasons our 
younger people and many of our older people are 
finding shallow rationalism, as well as a hollow 
legalism, inadequate for their lives and for the life of 
the church. The breakup of one inadequate 
theological framework, however, does not 
guarantee the adoption of a healthier or more 
biblical one. 
Many of our people are opting for other 
frameworks for their thinking and other styles for 
their lives. Lively options abound in the contem-
porary religious milieu, many of which are exciting 
and attractive to people just coming out of ra-
tionalism or legalism. There are liberal rationalisms 
to replace our conservative rationalisms. There are 
antinomianisms to replace our legalisms. There are 
pietisms to replace our intellectualisms. And there 
are various enthusiasms to replace our lack of en-
thuiasm. We may. however, confuse liberalism with 
grace, pietism with piety, and emotional highs with 
the Spirit. 
As Luther said somewhere, one of the chief tasks 
of a theologian is to make proper distinctions. At this 
critical point in our history as a people we need to 
be busily engaged in this task for our own sakes and 
the sakes of those we teach. We probably cannot 
come to a position that someone will not label an 
"ism." But we can come to a position that is not 
merely reactionary. We can come to a theological 
position born of honest struggle with the Word of 
God and its meaning for our situation. This is a pro-
cess I hope will be aided by this series of Doctrinal 
Reflections. 
Editor's Note: Lynn Mitchell's column "Doctrinal Reflections" will be a regular feature in Mission during the 
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In the early days of what we c:omn10nly call the 
Restoration c:r-edal staten1er1ts or confes-
sions of faith were seen as restrictive, man·-macle 
laws that stifled honest inquiry and spiritual growth. 
A creed was seen as a man-made law based on 
biblical truth, but elevated to a level of authority 
h than or to Scripture. Croups of power-
ful men their opinions and interpretations 
on others as "law and " while ignoring 
biblical authority and truth. This problem of "creed-
rnaki not just confined to the 
rnake then1 law. 
has a tendency to 
particular dogmas and to 
In onfor to avoid the risk of establishing a 
shou Id we come to the point of believing in and 
standing for nothing? Certainly not! We rnust have 
convictions about biblical truth. We must know 
what we believe in and in whom we believe. To 
"believe in" is not wrong; it is to be desired. 13ut to 
let our "believe-ins" become a law equal with Cod's 
word and then to impose them rigidly on others is to 
usurp the authority of Jesus as the head of the 
Church. The then comes, "I-low does one 
tell a "creed" fron1 a "believe-in"? A "believe-in" 
becomes "creed" when it is characterized by the 
following: 
l. It is in1 on others in order to secure the ap-
proval of the group as a whole. 
2. It becomes a rigid and inflexible nJlc, allowing 
for no · its borders, discouraging 
spiritual truth. 
or away any biblical truth that 
docs not reinforce its position. 
4. It sets its adhe1·ents up as the judges of or-
in the of 
is the cause of division and controversy 
among brothers. Cod truth u the opinions of 
sclfccntcred rnen divide. 
in but 
ourselves and others the 
res for these convic-
hicmhwood Church of Christ, Friends-
of Ministry Degree at Drew Univer-
